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the success of a restorative-justice sentencing model, the fear of 
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incrimination, and the cost of implementing mediation-based efforts.  
     Ultimately, this Article determines that a developmentally 
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offenders find themselves in. A sentence for a youthful offender 
should—indeed, must—present meaningful opportunities for the 
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grounded in restorative-justice principles will do this effectively. 
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similarly support eliminating punitive approaches, such as zero tolerance 
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questions arise. Without courtroom evidentiary rules to guide the use of 
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instance, to what extent should lobbyists and legislators adhere to the 
complexities and caveats of laboratory science? How much should 
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color, coupled with the rise of the superpredator myth, has inculcated an 
implicit bias against youths of color in the criminal justice system. This 
implicit bias functions as a pernicious force, hindering the inclusion of 
  
 
 
youths of color in the “children are different” paradigm and impeding their 
ability to benefit from the protections mandated by the Court. This Article 
proposes several suggestions for mitigating the effects of implicit racial bias 
in juvenile life without parole proceedings, thereby extending the benefits 
of the “children are different” philosophy to youths of color. 
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